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TRADE PRACTICE RULES 


Association’s Committee Awaits Action on Cases 
Now Before Commission 


The possibility of some clarification of the ambiguous 
provisions of the Robinson-Patman Anti-Price Discrimina- 
tion law has been suggested by the recent action of the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission in issuing its first complaints charg- 
ing violations of this statute. The attention of canners has 
already been directed to these complaints, which were re- 
ported in detail in the Inrornmation Letter of October 3, 
1936. 

Two of the three complaints are directed against cheese 
companies engaged in nationwide distribution of their prod- 
ucts—Kraft-Phenix Cheese Corporation of Chicago and 
Shefford Cheese Company, Inc., of Syracuse, N. Y. They 
raise the troublesome question of discounts granted to com- 
peting retailers solely on the basis of differences in the quan- 
tity purchased. Both companies had established a sliding 
scale of discounts from the unit price in loaf cheese based 
on the quantities sold. The Shefford Company on certain 
of its other products allowed a 15 per cent discount where a 
customer purchased a volume in excess of $100 per week. 
The Kraft-Phenix Corporation on some of its other cheese 
and salad products allowed a 5 per cent discount on all 
purchases of $5.00 or more in which one delivery is required, 
and a 5 per cent discount to group purchasers contracting 
for $100 or more per week where store-door delivery is made 
and one billing only required. 

In the latter case the Commission is apparently attempt- 
ing to show that a member of a group may get a 5 per cent 
discount on purchases less than $5.00 whereas a competing 
independent has to purchase $5.00 or more in order to re- 
ceive the discount. 


These two cheese company complaints are based upon 
Section 2(a) of the Act prohibiting discriminations in price 
between competing purchasers. This same section contains 
a proviso stating that the Act shall not prevent differentials 
making only a due allowance for differences in costs of 
manufacture, sale or delivery resulting from differences in 
quantity sold. It is hoped that the action of the Commis- 
sion on these complaints will shed some light upon the mean- 
ing of this proviso, and will define just what “differences 
in the cost of manufacture, sale or delivery” are necessary 
to justify a differential actually based upon differences in the 
quantities sold, and what are reasonable differences in 
quantity. 

Another interesting thing about these two complaints is the 
lack of particularity with which the violations are charged. 
The complaints do not specify the particular competitive 
market in which the discriminatory sales are alleged to have 
injured, prevented, or destroyed competition. Nor do they 


mention any particular person or company which has been 
injured or the type or extent of such injury. Indeed, they 
do not specify the precise manner in which such injury to 
competition has been caused, that is, through lower resale 
prices, loss of customers, impeding of new business, etc., but 
content themselves merely with reciting that sales were made 
in national distribution on the basis of the scheduled quan- 
tity discounts and that as a consequence there has been an 
injury to, and destruction or prevention of competition be- 
tween the seller and other sellers, and among the purchasers, 
as well as a tendency to create a monopoly in the particular 
seller. The preparation of a defense to this type of general 
complaint may prove to be somewhat difficult. 


(Continued on page 5071) 


Registration Under New Louisiana Food Law 


The Association has been advised that the Louisiana State 
Board of Health has stated in correspondence that October 
15, 1936, is the deadline for registration under the new 
Louisiana law. It is assumed from this that after that date 
the State Board of Health will proceed to make seizures of 
the products on sale in the state and not registered. 


REFUNDS OF PROCESSING TAXES 


Provisions of the Revenue Act of 1936 as They 
Relate to Canners 


On January 6, 1936, the Supreme Court rendered its deci- 
sion in the Hoosac case (United States v. Butler), declaring 
invalid the processing taxes imposed pursuant to Section 9 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act. While in only a few in- 
stancea were members of the canning industry directly sub- 
ject to these taxes, the decision was of vital interest to them 
because many of the commodities which they purchased for 
use in canning were taxable and the purchase price was in- 
creased by reason of the tax. Canners immediately began 
to explore the possibility of securing refunds of the taxes 
from the Government. Specifically four situations existed in 
which this possibility was present: 


(1) Where prior to January 6th canners had exported 
canned fruits in the processing of which tax-paid sugar had 
been used. 

(2) Where on January 6th the canned goods containing 
sugar or other tax-paid commodities were held in stock either 
for exportation or domestic consumption. 

(3) Where on January 6th inventories of refined sugar and 
other tax-paid commodities were held awaiting processing. 

(4) Where canners had paid floor stocks taxes on sugar 
and other tax-paid commodities at the time the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act first went into effect. 
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The Agricultural Adjustment Act had contained sections 
covering the allowance of refunds in all these cases. The 
decision in the Hoosac case, however, rendered it doubtful 
whether these provisions should still be considered control- 
ling, and in at least one instance they were subject to attack 
on constitutional grounds. In addition, there was consider- 
able agitation in Administration circles for a “windfall tax” 
to be imposed upon processors who had avoided payment of 
the tax, but had added its amount to the price of their 
products. 

The efforts of Congress to cope with this situation are found 
in Titles Il, IV, and VII of the Revenue Act of 1936, Title 
IL] imposes a so-called “windfall tax” on the unjust enrich- 
ment which accrued as a result of the Supreme Court deci- 
sion, Title IV deals with refunds or payments to persons 
who were not taxpayers under the Act. It reenacts the pro- 
visions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act authorizing re- 
funds on exported articles and payments with respect to floor 
stocks, but imposes certain limitations upon the allowance 
of such claims. Title VII relates to the refund of taxes ac- 
tually paid, 


Refunds on Canned Fruit Exported Prior to January 6th 


Canners who prior to January 6th exported canned fruits 
processed wholly or partly from sugar may file claims for the 
refund of the processing taxes which were or should have 
been paid on the sugar. It is not necessary to show that the 
tax was actually paid. 


As a condition to procuring the refund, the canner must 
establish that he has not received and is not entitled to re- 
ceive any reimbursements of the tax from the processor who 
sold him the taxable commodities. 

Claims for such refund must be filed with the Collector of 
Internal Revenue for the proper district prior to January 1, 
1937, on P.T. Form 27, revised. The procedure is governed 
in general by Regulations 83, which were applicable in such 
cases prior to the Supreme Court's decision. 


No Claims May Be Filed with Respect to Canned Goods 
Exported after January 6th 


Where, however, canned fruits containing sugar were not 
exported until January 6th or thereafter, no claims for refund 
may be filed. 


Congress in dealing with refunds on exported articles 
merely reenacted the provisions of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act (Section 17(a) as amended) authorizing such re- 
funds when the exported article was “processed wholly or 
partly” from taxable commodities, but added the important 
limitation that the exportation must have taken place prior to 
January 6, 1936. (Title IV, Section 601(a).) This pre- 
cludes any claims under this section with respect to articles 
exported on or after that date. 

Nor may any claims on such articles be filed under the 
provisions allowing refunds on articles held in stock on Jan- 
uary 6th. (Title IV, Section 602.) Under the latter section 
claims may be made only with respect to articles “processed 
wholly or in chief value” from taxable commodities which 
clearly precludes claims on canned fruits—sugar not being 
the principal ingredient in value. 


Refunds on Refined Sugar and Other Taxable Commodities 
° Held on January 6th 


Canners may file claims for refund with respect to refined 
sugar and other commodities upon which a processing tax 
was or should have been paid which they held in inventory 
on January 6th. Similar claims may be filed on stocks of 
canned foods held on that date, but only when “processed 
wholly or in chief value” from a tax-paid commodity. As a 
practical matter there are very few canned foods which meet 
this requirement and the refunds are of principal importance 
only in connection with sugar. 

These refunds may be claimed under Section 602 of Title 
IV of the Revenue Act which authorizes such payments to 
persons who were not taxpayers under the Act. 


In order to obtain these payments it is not necessary to 
show that the processing tax on the articles in question was 
actually paid. The canner must demonstrate, however, that 
the amount of the processing tax, or some part of it, was 
passed on to him in the price which he paid the processor, 
and that he has not received and is not entitled to receive 
any reimbursement of this amount from the processor. In 
addition, he must establish that he has not since January 6th 
passed the burden of the tax on in the price at which he sold 
the articles, or at which he is offering them for sale. 


In short, the canner must show that he actually bore the 
burden of the tax, or part of it, and the payment is limited to 
the amount which he can thus demonstrate was borne by 
him. The Regulations (T.D. 4672: July 27, 1936) provide 
that the claimant may file as part of his claim an affidavit set- 
ting forth these facts, and the Commissioner of Internal Rev- 
enue may in his discretion accept this without requiring fur- 
ther proof. 

Claims for payment under this section must be made on 
P.T. Form 71 prior to January 1, 1937. No claims for 
amounts less than $10 will be allowed. 


With respect to canned foods in the hands of retailers no 
payments will be made. In the case of articles processed 
from wheat, payments are limited to “flour, prepared flour, 
cereal preparations, and gluten, made chiefly from, wheat.” 
Thus claims may be filed for flour held in stock on January 
6th, but not for macaroni, spaghetti or other products of see- 
ondary processing of wheat. 


Refunds of Floor Stocks Taxes or Processing Taxes Paid 
by Canners 


Canners who paid floor stocks taxes when the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act became effective, and persons who actually 
paid processing taxes to the Government, may file claims for 
refund under the provisions of Title VII of the Revenue Act. 

This latter Title is derived from Section 21(d) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act as amended, and, greatly am- 
plified, seeks to eliminate the constitutional weaknesses of 
that section. As did its predecessor, it requires, as a condi- 
tion to the allowance of any claim, that the claimant estab- 
lish that he actually bore the burden of the tax himself, and 
that he has not passed it on to his purchasers by increasing 
his prices, or shifted it back to his vendor by reduction in the 
price paid for the commodity. 

With reference to claims for the refund of processing taxes, 
the Act establishes an intricate system of presumptions to be 
used in determining where the burden of the tax actually 
rested. No presumptions applicable to refunds of floor stocks 
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taxes are provided, however. Claims under this Title must 
be filed with the Commissioner of Internal Revenue prior to 
July 1, 1937. The forms to be used and the regulations gov- 
erning these refunds have not yet been issued. 


The Windfall Tax 


Much publicity has recently been given to the so-called 
“windfall tax.” It need give canners no concern, however, 
except to the extent that they receive reimbursements from 
the processors. For the tax, imposed under Title III of the 
Revenue Act, represents an attempt on the part of the Gov- 
ernment to reach the profit which some processors realize 
through avoiding payment of the processing taxes. 


Beginning in the Spring of 1935 when certain amendments 
to the Agricultural Adjustment Act were pending before Con- 
gress, many processors succeeded in obtaining court orders 
prohibiting the Government from collecting the taxes. As a 
condition to the issuance of these injunctions, the taxes were 
paid into court and impounded pending a final adjudication 
of the constitutionality of the Act. Many of these processors 
continued to include the amount of the tax in the sale price 
of their products, and when the Act was declared invalid the 
impounded taxes were returned to them, 

A similar situation existed in cases where processors had 
procured running extension of the time for payment, and at 
the time of the Supreme Court decision had not paid taxes 
for the past several months. 


The windfall tax proceeds on the theory that processors 
who have thus avoided the payment of the tax, yet have col- 
lected its amount from their customers, have been unjustly 
enriched, and the income which is thus attributable to shift- 
ing to purchasers a processing tax which was not paid is sub- 
jected to an income tax of 80 per cent. The Act establishes 
an extremely complicated system of presumptions to be used 
in determining the extent to which the tax burden has ac- 
tually been shifted. These involve a comparison of the aver- 
age margin of profit from the sale of similar articles prior to 
the imposition of the processing taxes with that which existed 
while the taxes were in force. 

To the extent that the processor has reimbursed his cus- 
tomers for the amount he has collected as a tax, it is clear 
that his income representing unjust enrichment has been re- 
duced. The Act recognizes this and allows credit for such 
reimbursements, but only when they have been made prior to 
June 1, 1936, “or thereafter in the bona fide settlement of a 
written agreement entered into on or before March 3, 1936.” 
Article 1 of Regulations 95 defines “written agreement” as a 
written promise to make the repayment or reimbursement. 

A similar income tax of 80 per cent is also levied on cus- 
tomers who receive reimbursements from processors unless 
the customer can show that he has not passed the tax on to 
his own customers or has reimbursed them as defined above. 
Thus, a canner who receives any repayments from processors 
is subject to a tax of 80 per cent on the amount so received 
unless he can show that he did not include the processing 
taxes in the prices at which he sold his products. 


Claims for Reimbursement from Processors or Other Sellers 


In some instances canners who purchased tax-paid com- 
modities at prices including the tax have notified the proc- 
essors that ther expect to be reimbursed in the event the 
processor succeeds in recovering the tax from the Govern- 


ment. There are no provisions in the Revenue Act of 1936 
which bear upon the liability of the processor to make, or 
the right of the canner to claim, this repayment. This is gov- 
erned solely by the contracts between the parties as con- 
strued under the laws of the particular State involved. There 
are, however, several sections which involve the effect of such 
reimbursements, and which may have some weight in de- 
termining whether the claims may ultimately be satisfied. 


As pointed out above, any repayments secured will be sub- 
ject to a windfall tax of 80 per cent unless the canner can 
show that he did not in turn pass the tax on to his own cus- 
tomers. 


In cases where the particular processor against whom the 
canner has claims was one who avoided payment of the tax, 
the processor will, as noted above, be subject to the windfall 
tax. His liability will be decreased by any repayments to 
the canner, but only if the repayment was made pursuant to 
a written agreement entered into prior to March 3, 1936. 
The willingness of the processor to make repayments will un- 
doubtedly be influenced by the presence or absence of such 
agreements. 


Finally, the canner may not seek repayments from the 
processor with respect to commodities which he held on 
January 6th if he is also claiming payments from the Gov- 
ernment for these same articles under the provisions of Sec- 
tion 602 of Title IV. As was pointed out above, the Govern- 
ment will make such payments with respect to floor stocks 
only where the claimant can establish that he has not received 
and is not entitled to receive any reimbursements from his 
vendor. 


TRADE PRACTICE RULES 
(Continued from page 5069) 


The third complaint is directed against Bird & Son, Inc., 
Bird Floor Covering Sales Corporation, large floor cover- 
ing manufacturers and distributors, and Montgomery Ward 
& Co., Inc., the large mail order house, and also alleges a 
violation of Section 2(a). It is alleged that 9 by 12 rugs 
are sold to ordinary retailers at prices ranging from $4.24 
to $4.85 each, depending upon the quantities sold, whereas 
the same rugs are sold to Montgomery Ward retail stores 
at $3.82 regardless of quantity purchased, and at $3.64 each 
on warehouse and carload lot shipments. Montgomery Ward 
is charged with a violation of Section 2(b) in knowingly 
receiving the alleged price discrimination. 


In addition to the question of quantity discounts this com- 
plaint also involves to some extent the problem of classifica- 
tion of customers on a functional basis—that is, whether it 
is lawful under the Act to maintain and sell upon the basis 
of separate price lists for wholesalers and retailers. The 
Act does not specifically authorize such a classification, and 
it is possible that this proceeding may settle the question 
whether it is permissible, and if so, whether large organiza- 
tions operating numerous retail outlets may be classified as 
wholesalers when they perform the function of distributing 
to retail stores. 


In none of the complaints are there any allegations of bad 
faith or subterfuge. 


Trade Practice Rules 


In the meanwhile the possibility of interpreting the Act 
through the medium of trade practice rules has been ex- 
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plored further both by the Commission and by members of 
various industries. On September 24th the Federal Trade 
Commission made public the proposed trade practice rules 
for the fertilizer industry. Rule 4 dealing with the Robinson- 
Patman Act was reported in full in the Inronmation Lerrer 
of September 26th. A reading of this rule discloses that it 
is almost a verbatim repetition of the language of the Act, 
and that it adds nothing to indicate what interpretation is 
to be placed upon this language. The portion of the rule 
dealing with the subject of brokerage is particularly subject 
to this criticism. It follows the exact wording of the statute, 
and sheds no light upon which of the many conflicting inter- 
pretations of this section is to be adopted, 

On October 7th the Commission issued proposed rules for 
the mirror manufacturing industry. In lieu of rules offered 
by the industry the Commission substituted its own Rule 4 
dealing with the Robinson-Patman Act. This rule is iden- 
tical with Rule 4 of the fertilizer rules. 


Trade Practice Committee Deems Immediate Action Unwise 


The Trade Practice Committee, appointed to investigate 
the possibility of securing a clarification of the Robinson- 
Patman Act through the adoption of Trade Practice Rules 
for the canning industry, has closely followed this action of 
the Federal Trade Commission. In a recent comprehensive 
report to the Committee, Chairman Ralph O. Dulany pointed 
out that the trade practice rules already issued for other 
industries do not indicate that the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion at the present time is likely to approve any rules con- 
taining specific interpretations of the various provisions of 
the Act. For the Commission has thus far approved rules 
which simply repeat the wording of the statute. These rules 
would probably be of little value to canners in their deter- 
mination of sales policies which may be safely followed 
under the statute. In a recent mail canvass of the Commit- 
tee, following its last meeting, Chairman Dulany ascertained 
that it was the consensus of opinion that there would be 
little point at this time in continuing active work toward 
the formulation of detailed rules for the canning industry 
which would clarify the Robinson-Patman Act. The Com- 


mittee is hopeful that decision upon complaints already 
issued, and others which will be issued, may serve to clarify 
the situation and possibly lead the Commission to accept 
definitive rules under the various provisions of the Act. Ac- 
cordingly, the Committee has concluded that, for the time 
being, it is best to await further developments and closely to 
follow the situation at the Commission prior to holding its 
next meeting. 


Record Pineapple Pack in British Malaya 


The British Malaya pineapple pack for the current year 
is the largest on record, according to the American trade 
commissioner at Singapore. By the end of June, 1,500,000 
cases of this season's pack of pineapples had been shipped. 
Malayan producers believe that another million cases will be 
packed during the short crop, which is harvested in the last 
quarter of the year. Approximately 90 per cent of Malayan 
canned pineapples are marketed in the United Kingdom. 
The quality of the pack this season has not been up to stand- 
ard, according to the report, chiefly because of keen com- 
petition among the factories for the fruit. 


State Association Convention Dates 


Indiana Canners Association, November 19 and 20, In. 
dianapolis, Ind., Claypool Hotel. 

New York State Canners Association, December 10 and 11. 

Northwest Canners Association, January 4-6, Portland, 
Oregon. 

Ohio Canners Association, December 8 and 9. 

Pacific Fisheries Association, November 10-12, Del Monte, 
Calif., Hotel Del Monte. 

Pennsylvania Canners Association, December 15 and 16, 
York, Pa., Yorktowne Hotel. 

Wisconsin Canners Association, November 16-18, Milwau- 
kee, Wisc., Schroeder Hotel. 


UNSOLD CANNED SALMON STOCKS 


Unsold stocks of canned salmon on September 30th, as compiled by the Association of Pacific Fisheries, are shown in 
the following table. The figures are based upon reports from 77 companies producing probably 94 per cent of the 1936 
pack. The figures for September 15, 1936, represent probably 95 per cent of the 1936 pack, and those of September 30, 
1935, are based on reports from 72 companies producing about 98 per cent of the 1935 pack. Attention is called to the 
fact that packing operations were continuing during the period from September 15 to September 30, 1936, 


Number of cases 


Grades or varieties 


Chinooks or Kings: 


Flats Halves 
(1 pound) 


(8 doz.) 


893 
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3,573,310 


2,793, 555 


2,917,330 
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8,201 10,459 45,016 63 ,676 60,250 61, 781 
4,126 9, 180 22 356 35 662 38.685 45,199 Po 
6,840 847 2,002 9,689 5,497 7.676 To 
4,386 3,945 22,546 30,877 34,956 103 , 503 To 
- 16.028 40,307 385,831 494, 765 458 
Cohoes, Silvers, Medium Reds............... 50,116 9,357 11,808 71,281 85,318 122,945 Or 
1,167 1,357 5,252 2,614 6,091 
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EXPORTS AND IMPORTS OF CANNED FOODS 


Exports of canned foods in August showed increases in canned vegetables, evaporated milk, fruits, and fish, and de- 


creases in canned meats and condensed milk, as compared with August, 1935. 


In the import trade during August there were 


increases in the imports of canned meats, condensed and evaporated milk, canned fish and shell fish, vegetables and pine- 


apple. 


For the eight months ending with August, as compared with the corresponding period last year, there were increases 


in the exports of canned vegetables, fruits and fish, with decreases in canned meats and condensed and evaporated milk. On 
the import side for the eight months there were increases in canned meats, condensed and evaporated milk, canned fish, 
canned vegetables and canned pineapple. The details are given in the following table: 


August, 1935 


Pounds 
884,412 


Exports 
Canned meats, total. . . 


Canned vegetables,total 2,380,516 
1,229,701 


Condensed milk....... 

Evaporated milk 

Canned fruits, total... . 
Apples and apple- 


18,669, 131 
1,588,835 


Canned fish, total 


She other 


Imports 
Canned meats 
Conlensed and evap- 

orated = 


Canned shellfish: 
Crab meat 
Clams and oysters. . 
Lobsters 

Other canned fish 

vegetables: 


1 
Value 
$330,431 
43 ,362 
262 ,670 
17,043 
7,356 


246,679 
159,634 


22 ,673 

5,753 
16,219 
20 ,088 

5,655 
16,657 
26,218 
114,068 


August, 1936 


Pounds 
920, 746 
113,843 
42,976 
112,382 
251,545 
3,706,511 
1,452,494 


484,591 


372,206 
60,242 
2,118,483 


417,669 32,536,825 


70,952 
292 ,904 


547 ,633 


4,237,715 


994 , 068 
23 


830,429 
2,529,222 


Value Pounds 


$264,253 
61320 '050 

642 |960 

560,306 


22,816,189 
12,762,789 


3,200,240 

982,460 
1,472,859 
1,239 ,632 
1,024,584 
2,133,616 


3,573,379 
22,505 ,276 


134,536, 101 


9,114,234 
11,193,230 
420,501 
832,644 
18,347,328 
25 , 280 , 563 
3,510,837 
20,131,715 
32 ,383 ,633 
11,558,444 
394,348 
1,368 ,624 


25, 860{ 
1,293,643 53,886,543 
7/046 11334424 


957,732 28,431,721 
272,129 21,436,942 


867) 1,973,391 


25 , 867 


6,474 710,065 


49,770, 402 
377,277 
17,912,277 


4,751,750 


114,188 4,012,699 


Jan.-Aug., 1935 


Value 


9,115,899 $3,138,289 
592 , 583 


540 ,605 
2,309,971 
168 , 747 
118,966 


Jan.-Aug., 1936 


Pounds 
8,164,431 
1,261,624 
4,885 ,598 

756 , 388 
1,260,821 


2,328,297 25,316,653 


1,569,085 


182,082 
80,368 
119,978 
137,521 
68,215 
171,048 


444,595 
1,508 ,671 


13,162,216 


3,598,041 
1,343,245 
2,140,775 
1,671,765 
1,309, 165 
3,091,457 
1,756,361 
16,536,501 


10,085 ,882 166,940,741 


395 ,052 


1,470,557 
242,157 
1,450,534 
2,437,007 
918,127 


9,170,185 
18 , 882 ,052 
655, 440 
1,289,614 
18 , 686, 484 
23 ,068 , 363 
3,140,756 
44,027,485 
29 899 307 
15,245, 161 


34,403 
13s’ 2,875,894 


5, 311 
65 , 504 
3,966 ,679 
1,368 , 822 
312,062 
97,244 


3,491,254 
31,009 
2,123,401 
446,674 
902 ,399 
103 ,940 


1,565,419 
505 , 601 


232 , 403 
204, 161 


50,142,312 
535 , 886 
18 , 867 , 400 
27,729, 
2,007,670 
704,348 
297,454 


66 ,980 ,877 
1,149, 152 


22,234,475 
1, 438 , 082 
6,221,787 

468 


6,953 , 226 
975,244 


58 , 200 


558, 
12,726,744 


5,476,644 
5,527,520 


Value 
$2,440,910 
378 , 287 
1,622,414 
204,634 
235 ,575 


2,705,754 
1,761,313 


211,319 
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124,176 
Sau 
35,365 
360,392 
Baked beans and 
pork and beans. . . 371,659 | 23 ,987 188 ,842 
what 6 77,095 98 , 878 8,869 101,350 
200 , 583 700,442 51,065 166 ,070 
204,276 340,672 31,364 166, 103 
76,301 257 ,228 17,869 86 ,630 
220,901 31,132 235 , 446 
242 ,487 7,467 202,773 
1 so 1,202 S06 
Apricots........... 3,776,473 5,682,727 412,878 870,401 1,368,121 
Berries, other....... 118,840 16,259 157,801 18,191 48 ,826 75,567 
SS 278,814 22,704 502 ,855 43,874 86 ,672 134,525 
Fruits for salad..... 2,349,330 254,813 5,410,095 582,521 1,997 ,029 1,997 , 685 
Grapefruit.......... 1,903,861 120,135 1, 160, 185 77,438 1,421,865 
Loganberries........ 372,140 31,570 541,088 43,133 229 ,773 
Peaches...........- 4,887,296 334,131 9,535,830 668 , 707 2,907 
404,489 32,929 4,174,827 323, 182 2,109,473 
Pineapple.......... 4,561,843 342 ,592 1,232,748 
115/908 17,861} 261,941 
5,169,304 666,084 10,532,383 5,236,083 
78,149 4,061 135,251 30,610 
Salmon............ 2,909,918 511,420 5,737,501 Po 3,171,225 
P Sardines........... 2,089,405 128 ,333 +o. 1,557, 166 
322,480 
42,495 6,774 52,951 44,056 
5,932,304 423,595 8,945,188 840,243 6,485 ,924 
40,395 2,035 162,389 6,890 46,758 
Sardines........... 2,950,089 355,872 3,936,097 539 , 469 2,802,584 
¢ Anchovies.......... 166,513 40,621 190 ,835 68 , 852 1,334,778 508 ,650 
665 , 235 113,400 =1,018,025 183,028 5,942,351 992 ,647 
_ eee 83,715 16,824 52,739 14,092 368 , 704 128 ,224 
. 1,287,242 397,573 1,548,648 530,811 7,104,222 2,198,678 
90 , 683 18 ,000 84, 086 19,742 795 ,353 211,505 
45 , 127 19 ,948 100 , 338 55,916 496,551 233 , 469 302,374 
. 1,534,075 109,426 §=1,332,646 100,024 10,062,924 752,507 962 ,062 
9 , 49,754 5,213 35 ,603 3,658 696,815 53 ,883 179, 147 13,278 
Mushrooms.......°. 33 ,322 9,525 52,723 16,896 361,273 116,099 275,402 87,729 
6 Tomatoes.......... 2,452,122 9,199 Ty 158,533 39,300,817 32,494,635 1,263,379 
3 Tomato paste and 
163,741 17,116 85,491 6,215,046 5,334,012 491,393 
16,517 934 1,459 133 ,348 7,449 182,353 10,070 
4 Canned pineapple, duti- 
\ilippine a 
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Carlot Shipments as R by the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics, of Agriculture 


VEGETABLES 
Beans, snap and lima 


Tomatoes 


ing directly . . 2,583 
Imports, compet. 
ing indirectly... 26 


Fruits 


Citrus, domestic . 
Imports. . 


Others, domestic. . 


4,339 
28 
309 


Cold Storage Holdings of Fishery Products 


Cold storage holdings of fishery products on September 
15th were 27 per cent greater than a year ago and 33 per 
cent greater than the five-year average, according to the 
U. S. Bureau of Fisheries. Holdings on September 15th 
amounted to 84,695,000 pounds compared with 66,540,000 
pounds on September 15, 1935, and the five-year average of 
63,800,000 pounds, 


Swiss Duties on Foodstuffs Reduced 


A decree of the Swiss Federal Council, effective October 
5th, has abolished or reduced import duties on 18 classes of 
foodstuffs, according to a cablegram from the American min- 
ister at Berne. Of interest to the United States are the ex- 
emption from duty of apples, pears, and prunes, and the 
reduction in duty from 40 francs to 10 francs per 100 kilos 
on dried apricots. 


Japan Increases Canned Food Exports 


Japan's shipments of canned and bottled foodstuffs in the 
first seven months of 1936 were valued at approximately 
$9,250,000 compared with $7,470,000 in the corresponding 
period of 1935 and $3,210,865 in the first seven months of 
1932. Canned foodstuffs, principally marine products, rep- 
resent the great bulk of this trade. The British market 
is the leading outlet for Japanese canned and bottled foods, 
accounting for approximately 36 per cent of total exports in 
1935, against 34 per cent to the United States and its terri- 
torial possessions. Exports to the United States proper in 
the first seven months of this year were higher in volume as 
compared with the corresponding period of 1935, but the 
value declined to $2,775,000 compared with $2,922,000. 
Shipments to the United States and Hawaii in the 1936 pe- 


riod accounted for 22.9 per cent of total exports as against 
29.8 per cent for Great Britain. During the first seven 
months of 1935, the respective ratios were 23.8 per cent and 
18.1 per cent. 


Indexes Relating to Sale of Canned Foods 


The following indexes taken from the published reports 
of the Bureau of Labor Statistics indicate the recent changes 
in wholesale and retail prices. For retail prices they are 
based on the average for 1923-25 as 100 per cent while for 
wholesale prices, 1926 is taken as 100 per cent. 


Retail prices 


“Bio 15, Aug 18, 4, 


84.0 84.0 
Fresh fruits and veget 74.0 81.9 49.9 
Canned fruits and vegetables 81.7 80.4 7.8 814 


Retail prices of all foods on September 15, 1936, as re- 
ported by the Bureau were 84.3 per cent of the 1923-25 aver- 
age compared with 80.1 per cent a year earlier. Fresh 
fruits and vegetables stood at 70.3 on September 15 this 
year, which was more than 20 per cent above the price on 
September 10, 1935. Canned fruits and vegetables were 
only .3 per cent higher on September 15, 1936, than a year 
ago. 

The recent increase in food prices has been due in large 
part to the reduction in supplies resulting from the drought. 
The 1936 drought affected the supplies of vegetables for can- 
ning as well as those grown for the fresh market. Retail 
prices, however, have advanced very little in the case of 
canned foods, whereas fresh fruits and vegetables have 
advanced more than 20 per cent. This is typical of the effect 
of supply on retail prices for each of these two classes of food 
and reflects the greater stability of the price of canned fruits 
and vegetables. 
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Indexes relating to sale of canned foods 


Week endi Season total to a 
Oct. 3, Oct. 3, Se 126, Oct.3, Oct. 3, 
1935 1936" 1036 1985 1936 
17 36 12 9,550 8,029 - 
Se 834 1,001 21,074 22,699 
Green peas......... 123 143 121 6,906 7,008 
—. 21 29 19 5,528 7,509 
Others: L 
2,560 2,782 125,437 140,070 
29 64 129 153 
: ba 
4,947 1,702 162,534 149,164 , 
13 29 253 All commodities... 
1,280 4,680 44,807 47,252 All foods......... 82.5 83.1 83.5 82.2 86.6 Tl 
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